Development Identification of local need
In addition to the general need for community partner human research ethics training as described, community partners in Chicago faced an additional challenge. There are many academic institutions in the Chicago area, and many community organizations partner with more than one university. Therefore, a short-term goal was to develop and imple- Many academic researchers partner with community-based health care providers and other social service agencies and use a variety of survey and qualitative data collection methods.
Although an immediate need was recognized in Chicago, and the immediate goal was to develop a product to meet local need, the ultimate goal was to develop a training program that could be used at any institution in the United
States and throughout the world and that could be used by
CEnR research projects regardless of population, setting, and research method, approach, or focus. 
Integrating Stakeholder Input

Field testing
Before finalizing the curriculum, the author field tested a 4-hour version of CIRTification with assistance from an experienced human research ethics education professional (Sandi Burbridge, Northwestern University, now deceased).
Ten individuals hired to work on the National Children's Study and for whom approval had been granted to complete 
Acceptance by IRBs
Once a complete draft of the final product was available, the author presented CIRTification to human research protection program personnel at each of the CTSA-funded Chicagoarea academic institutions. At all four institutions, the decision maker(s) responsible for making policy regarding human research ethics education agreed to accept CIRTification as an alternative to required training for community partners working on CEnR studies.
A cross-reference of CIRTification topics with CITI topics was completed to provide assurance that standard, appropriate Summer 2015 • vol 9.2 content areas are covered (Appendix A available on line*). The only issues that are de-empha sized in CIRTification are the IRB submission process and the differences between exempt, expedited, and full board review. Otherwise, the primary difference is that the material is contextualized to CEnR and interactions with research participants. Therefore, the content of the curriculum was well-accepted by human research protection program personnel at all institutions. However, at some institutions there was concern regarding who would deliver the training. At UIC, project principal investigators (or their designees) are encouraged to deliver CIRTification to their own team members.
However, at other institutions, the program is delivered only by certain designated individuals; principal investigators who feel that the generally required training is not suitable for their community partners must request CIRTification training from the IRB, which will then be delivered by one of these individuals.
Although the facilitator manual provides sufficient back ground materials for preparation, one of the institutions requested that the author provide formal facilitator train ing for indi viduals who would be designated to deliver
CIRTification. This was then offered to the other institutions. educational Approach and philosophy
The CIRTification curriculum is unique because it focuses on core ethical issues that are most relevant to CEnR and from the perspective of a novice community research partner who will be responsible for recruiting participants, obtaining informed consent, and collecting data from research participants. For example, the informed consent module presents challenges to voluntariness and privacy/confidentiality that may arise if you are recruiting people you know to participate in research.
Other topics include how to respectfully let ineligible individuals who want to participate in research-perhaps owing to perceived benefits of research or incentive payments-know that they cannot participate. In this way, community partners' day-to-day interactions with research participants are at the center of the curriculum. There is also discussion of group-level harms, as well as the idea that community engagement can provide additional protections through increased transparency and improved informed consent. All case studies present a community partner as the central decision maker in a dilemma encountered in a CEnR project. Facilitators should deliver all the presentations and may select which activities will be most appropriate for their group given their expected research roles. For example, if individuals will be responsible for obtaining informed consent, then the informed consent role play activity should be used. At a minimum, the 3-hour lesson plan should be followed to ensure fidelity to the learning objectives. However, because the material will be quite new to most participants, and to facilitate productive conversations, a longer time period (at least 5-6 hours) is ideal. Assessing the existing knowledge, strengths, needs, and expectations of your audience can help to determine the optimal length of time and activities. The three-part format of CIRTification allows for flexibility; the training can be delivered over the course of several shorter sessions if needed.
Integration of CIRTification with protocol-specific training (e.g., use project consent forms, modify case studies to reflect the population/research setting) is highly recommended.
Although the primary intended end user is the "frontline" community partner who is new to research with responsibilities that include recruiting research participants, obtaining informed consent, or collecting data, CIRTification can be modified to train students, academic faculty, community advisory board members, or other groups. Ideally, training should be delivered to community-academic research teams at the start of a project, regardless of which individuals need to satisfy training requirements and whether they fall into the categories of "community" or "academic" partner.
Ultimately, use of CIRTification will need to be approved by the local IRB that is responsible for reviewing the research protocol on which community partners are named as key personnel. Individual facilitators will need to identify which curricular activities are best suited to the needs of their community partners and present these for approval. Initial experience with institutions in Chicago and a few others suggest that CIRTification is acceptable to IRBs as means of meeting federal training requirements.
FutuRe DIReCtIonS
CIRTification is a work in progress, with continuous improve ments and addition of enhancements. FACILITATOR GUIDE Can Bill sign up Elizabeth to be in the study? -The correct answer is no, not yet. Even though Bill gave Elizabeth some information about the study and she agreed to participate, , she is not really informed. -However, this does not mean that Bill cannot sign up Elizabeth to be in the study. There are a few things he can do to try to give her more information. -It is okay to continue to try to enroll Elizabeth because she seems open to the idea of participating in the study. If she had shouted, "No, I don't have time for anything else!" at Bill, it would be somewhat disrespectful to keep pushing the issue.
TAKE AWAY MESSAGE
In research, it is not enough for participants to agree to participate -they must know exactly what they are agreeing to. The federal regulations for research that we discussed in Part 1 outline what details are required for "informed" consent. What is the difference between saying "yes" and understanding what you say yes to? -Withholding all the details can sometimes be just as bad as a lie -The importance of truth, how lying decreases trust Provide examples from everyday life: -You signed up for a new credit card, but you did not read all the papers that came with it. Later, you were charged a monthly fee that you didn't know about. How would that make you feel? -You got a text message on your phone from your phone company asking if you wanted to try a new ringtone. You said yes without finding out more information, and on the next month's bill you were charged $9.99. You gave your consent but do you think you were informed? TAKE AWAY MESSAGE It is a pretty universal rule that lying is wrong. In research, this is especially true. Because of all the research abuses that we learned about in Part 1, telling participants the truth about research participation -and not just the truth, but all the important details that might affect participation -is very important. What reasons might Elizabeth have for saying yes before she has read the consent form? -She might not have time to read the form -She might feel that she has to say yes to Bill to keep receiving services for her child -She may have left her glasses at home -She may not be able to read -She may not realize that she has a choice -She really wants or needs the money being offered -She may like Bill and trust his opinion TAKE AWAY MESSAGE There are a variety of reasons that people may say yes (or no) to research participation.
What should Bill do next?
Possibility: Tell Elizabeth that you are glad she is interested, but that if she wants to participate, it is really important that she understands what she is getting into. If she does not have time now she can take the form home and call you later to discuss and possibly sign up. This is a good option if it appears that she is simply in a hurry or quickly agreeing because she does not want to talk to Bill. Possibility: Ask Elizabeth if she would prefer that the two of you have a conversation about the information on the form (see next point). Possibility: Read the form to her, or explain all the important key points. It is possible that Elizabeth does not want to read the form because she has poor reading skills. There are many ways to tell Elizabeth about the important aspects of the study without drawing attention to this possibility and potentially embarrassing her.
TAKE AWAY MESSAGES
We are bombarded daily with lots of information, and it can be overwhelming. Life is fast paced, and everyone has busy schedules. Asking people to participate in research is adding to their burden, and asking people to take extra time to read long consent forms can be uncomfortable. Not reading "the fine print" is very common. We can all think of a time when we have signed something without really reading -a cell phone contract, a child's report cards, petitions, and forms at the doctor's office or the hospital. Think about how you might feel or act differently if you were asked to participate in a research study by: a stranger; a neighbor; your doctor; the principal of your child's school; or a friend's daughter working towards a masters degree. Discuss how people may feel like they have to participate in order to keep getting services or maintain good relationships. Maybe Elizabeth thought that her son might not get to stay in computer club if she did not agree to participate. But as we have learned, research cannot be used as a threat in this way. TAKE AWAY MESSAGES -It is much harder to say no to someone you know. If you trust the person asking, then it is quite easy to say yes. But research is a unique situation and participating is a personal decision. Everyone has different ideas about what risks they are willing to take and what personal information they are willing to share. -People may overestimate the benefits of research participation if they know the person asking them. How can getting informed consent make the research experience better -for the participant and for the research team? -Telling a potential participant that it is important for their safety and comfort that they understand what the research will involve as well as all the risks and benefits can increase trust.
-If you take the time to help participants understand the research, there is less of a chance that they will be surprised or upset by anything that happens in the research. -When participants trust you, they will tell you the truth and take time to think about their responses.
-If you offer detailed information, participants will feel comfortable asking you a question if there is something they do not understand. Their understanding will improve the study. -When participants respect you, they will be more likely to show up for scheduled appointments on time or call when they are not able to make it to a scheduled meeting. Your interactions with participants will be more satisfying.
TAKE AWAY MESSAGE
If the public believes that researchers do not follow rules, lie to participants, and treat them like "human guinea pigs," then people may not want to participate in research. This will limit the ability of researchers to recruit enough people into studies and gather good data. This will have a negative effect
